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Abstract

ParaguayanGuaran«õhasnominalinßectionalsufÞxeswith temporalmeanings.I
challengethe claim that they arenominaltenses(cf. NordlingerandSadler2004),
andanalyzethemasnominalaspects. I presentevidencethatpointsto crosslinguistic
variationin theway in which nounphrasesaretemporallyinterpreted,andaddress
the implicationsof the existenceof languageswith nominal temporalmarkers for
theoriesof temporalityandcrosslinguistictemporalinterpretation.

ParaguayanGuaran«õ(Tupi-Guaran«õlanguagefamily) hastwo nominalsufÞxes-kueand
-r÷a, which contribute to the temporalinterpretationof the noun or nominal projection
to which they attach.1 For example,in (1a),wherethe nounpaÕiÔpriestÕis not marked
with -kueor -r÷a, the referentof the nounis assertedto have beena priestat the time at
whichthespeakersaw theindividual.2 (Guaran«õdoesnothaveadeÞnitedeterminer.) The
interpretationof (1a) contrastswith that of (1b) and(1c), wherethe nounpaÕiÔpriestÕ
is marked with -kueand-r÷a, respectively: in (1b), the individual wasa priestat a time
beforethe speaker saw the individual, but not anymoreat the time of the seeingevent,
whereas(1c) conveys that the individual is not a priestat the time at which the speaker
saw the individual, but will be in the future. As the examplesin (1) illustrate,Guaran«õ
doesnot have a grammaticalizedpasttensefor verbs,but theunmarkedform of theverb
(i.e.,hechaÔseeÕin (1)) is usedin presentandpastcontextsalike.

(1) a. Kuehe
yesterday

a-hecha
I-see

paÕi-pe.
priest-PE

ÔYesterdayI saw thepriest.Õ
b. Kuehe

yesterday
a-hecha
I-see

paÕi-kue-pe.
priest-KUE-PE

ÔYesterdayI saw theformerpriest.Õ
! My thinking about this topic hasgreatlybeneÞtedfrom many insights of anddiscussionswith David

Beaver who I thankfor his time andguidance.Otherpeopleto thankfor commentsanddiscussionsare
JohnBeavers,CleoCondoravdi, Ashwini Deo,ItamarFrancez,Philip Hofmeister, Paul Kiparsky, Andrew
Koontz-Garboden,BethLevin, ElenaMaslova,andIvanSag,aswell astheaudiencesof SuBIX andSSILA
2005.Of course,all errorsaremy own. TheGuaran«õdatain thispaperwascollectedduringthesummerof
2004in Paraguay. I alsothankmy Guaran«õlanguageconsultantsMarit«e Maldonado, SabinaCantero,and
NicolasCanterofor their timeandhelp.

1Thelanguagehasathird nominaltemporalmarker-re, whichis oftensufÞxedto individual-level nouns
to indicatethatthereferentisdead.A discussionof -re is left for futureresearch.

2I usethe following glossesin this paper: -KUE=nominalterminative aspect,in nasalcontexts -ngue;
KURI=tense/aspectmarker; -PE=accusative/oblique/locative argumentmarker, in nasalcontexts -me; -QU=
questionmarker; -RA=nominalprospectiveaspect; -TA=irrealismoodor futuretense.

In: Emar Maier, Corien Bary & Janneke Huitink, eds. (2005) "Proceedings of SuB9"
www.ru.nl/ncs/sub9
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c. Kuehe
yesterday

a-hecha
I-see

paÕi-r ÷a-me.
priest-RA-PE

ÔYesterdayI saw theseminarist/futurepriest.Õ

In theexamplesin (1), thetemporalinterpretationof thenounpaÕiÔpriestÕis determined
relative to thetime atwhich theverbhecha ÔseeÕis interpreted,but this is not necessarily
the case.The temporalinterpretationof a nounphraseargumentcanbe independentof
the temporalinterpretationof the main verb. For instance,in (2), the nounphraseche
ru ÔmyfatherÕis interpretedat a time after the time at which theverbcomplex koveypy
ÔbebornÕis interpreted,becausethe individual denotedby the nounphrasewasnot the
speakerÕs fatheryetat thetime of hisbirth in 1950.

(2) Che
my

ru
father

oi-kove
3-live

ypy
origin

1950-pe.
1950-PE.

ÔMyfatherwasbornin 1950.Õ

In principle then,the temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesin Guaran«õis independent
of the time at which the main verb is interpreted. (Similar observations were made
for the temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesin English,see,e.g.,Encü 1981,Musan
1995, Tonhauser2002.) ParaguayanGuaran«õ is not the only languagewith nominal
temporalmarkers: NordlingerandSadler(2004,¤2) identify about20 suchlanguages
from all over the world. The existenceof suchlanguageshasa numberof important
implications: 1. Although it is probablytrue that thereare more languageswith ver-
bal thanwith nominal tense/aspectmorphology,3 co-occurrencewith suchmorphology
canno longerbeconsidereda crosslinguisticallyvalid criterion for verb-hood(cf., e.g.,
Crystal1997,Giv«on 2001). 2. Modernlinguistic theoriesof temporalityin naturallan-
guages(e.g.,Reichenbach1947,Smith 1991,Kamp and Reyle 1993,Klein 1994) are
almostexclusively concernedwith the temporalinterpretationof verbsandverbalpro-
jections. This is probablydueto the fact that Indo-Europeanlanguages,which provide
theempiricalbasisfor suchtheories,only have tense/aspectinßectionalmorphologyfor
verbs.Sincethedenotationof othercontentfulexpressionsin theclause(like nouns,ad-
jectives,possessives)alsodependson thetime of evaluation(cf. Encü1981,Musan1995,
Tonhauser2002for English),thetemporalinterpretationof propositionsis not complete
(in any language)if it doesnotestablishthetemporalrelationshipof all propertiesandre-
lationsexpressedwithin theclausewith respectto, e.g.,theutteranceor referencetimeof
theproposition.Thus,theexistenceof languageswith nominaltemporalmarkerspoints
to an empirical inadequacy andlack of generalityof currenttheoriesof temporality. 3.
From the perspective of crosslinguisticsemantics,the temporalinterpretationof noun
phrasesraisesthe questionof the natureof the variationin this domainof language.Is
therevariationin theway in whichnounphrasesaretemporallyinterpreted,anddoesthis
variationcorrelatewith whetherthe languagehastemporalinßectionsfor nominalpro-
jections(e.g.,Guaran«õ)or not (e.g.,English)?How do temporaladverbslike formerand
future differ from inßectionalmarkers,andhow is this differencecapturedin theformal

3ThenotionÔnominal tense/aspectmorphologyÕis usedherefor markerswhosesemanticcontribution
affectsthe interpretationof thenounphrasethey areattachedto (cf. NordlingerandSadler2004,¤2), but
not for markerswho affect the interpretationof the verb but just happento be attachedto a nounphrase
argument(cf. NordlingerandSadler2004,¤3).
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analysis?Many of theseconcernsandquestionswill not beaddressedin this paper, but
serveaspointersfor futureresearch.

The main contributions of this paperare the following. In section1, I argue that the
nominaltemporalmarkersof Guaran«õarenominalaspects,comparableto verbalaspects,
ratherthannominaltenses, asNordlinger& Sadlerclaim. I presentanimplementationof
thetemporalinterpretationof nounphrasesthat is compatiblewith theoriesof temporal-
ity like Reichenbach1947,Smith 1991,Kamp andReyle 1993,Klein 1994. In section
2, I present evidencefor the existenceof crosslinguisticvariation in the domainof the
temporalinterpretationof nounphrases.Section3 brießydiscussesthreeareasfor future
research,andthepaperis concludedin section4.

1 Nominal temporal markers in Guaran«õ

My goalis this sectionis to presenta formal analysisof Guaran«õ-kueand-r÷a asnominal
aspects.4 It is instructive, however, to Þrstconsiderthe criteria that led Nordlingerand
Sadler(2004)to proposethat theGuaran«õmarkersarenominaltenses,not only because
therejectionof the tenseanalysisindirectly supportstheaspectualanalysis,but alsobe-
causeit allows us to re-evaluateNordlinger& SadlerÕs claim (p.801)that the nominal
temporalmarkersof all thelanguagesdiscussedin ¤2 of theirpaperhavetensemeanings.

1.1 Guaran«õ-kueand -r÷a arenot nominal tenses

A temporalmarker (and,hence,a language)is includedin Nordlinger& SadlerÕsstudy, if
it (i) is a morphologicalcategory of thenominalword class,(ii) is not restrictedto nom-
inals functioningaspredicatesof verblessclausesbut is encodedon argumentsand/or
adjunctNP/DPsin clausesheadedby verbs,(iii) is productive acrossthe whole word
classandnot restrictedto a small subsetof forms, and(iv) if it marksÒadistinctionin
one or more of the categoriesof tense,aspect,and mood, wherethesecategoriesare
standardlydeÞnedasthey would be for verbs(e.g.,Crystal1997)Ó(cf., Nordlingerand
Sadler2004,778). It is criterion(iv) thatI takeacloserlook atsinceit is thebasisfor the
claim that the Guaran«õmarkersarenominal tenses.Accordingto Crystal (1997,384f),
tenseÒmarksthetime at which theactiondenotedby theverbtook placeÓ,from which I
take it thatNordlinger& SadlerassumethatGuaran«õ-kueand-r÷a markthetimeatwhich
thepropertydenotedby thenoun(e.g.,paÕiÔpriestÕin (1)) is truefor thedenotationof the
nounphrase.This seemsintuitively correctbecause,for example,the time at which the
propertydenotedby paÕiÔpriestÕis true is different in (1b,c) thanin (1a), thanksto the
semanticcontribution of thenominaltemporalmarkers-kueand-r÷a. However, members
of the category ÔaspectÕarealsoknown to be ableto affect the temporallocationof an
event or state(cf., e.g.,Smith 1991,Bohnemeyer andSwift 2004). We cannotrely on
intuitionsto determinewhethera particularform is ÔtenseÕor ÔaspectÕ,but needto exam-
ine the meaningcontribution of the form to identify its category.5 In orderto establish

4GregoresandSu«arez(1967,127f), a descriptive grammarof ParaguayanGuaran«õ,identiÞes-kueand
-r÷a asnominalinßectionalelementswith a temporalmeaning,namelyÔformer, pastÕandÔfutureÕ,respec-
tively. Velazquez(1996,8) calls-kueÔnominalpastÕand-r÷a ÔnominalfutureÕ.

5Of course,it is logically possiblethat nominal temporalmarkers are neither like verbal tensesnor
aspects,andthatwe needto inventnew categoriesfor nominaltemporalmarkers.My working hypothesis
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whetherwe canmaintainthe claim that thesemarkersare tenses,I assume(following
Crystal,andhenceNordlinger& Sadler)that tenseidentiÞesthetime at which a stateor
event is true. In otherwords,tenseis a relationbetweentwo times,oneof which is the
situationtime (TSit) of the eventuality,6 i.e., the time at which the eventualityis true. I
distinguishÔdeicticÕtense,wherethesecondtime is thetime of utterance,from ÔrelativeÕ
tense,wherethesecondtime is any contextually giventime (cf., Comrie1985).7

I discussthequestionof whetherGuaran«õ-kueis adeicticpasttensebasedontheexample
(1b),which is repeatedbelow for convenience.If -kuewerea deicticpasttense,it would
locatetheTSit of thenounpaÕiÔpriestÕ,i.e., thetimeatwhich thepropertyÔpriestÕis true
for theindividual denotedby thenounphrase,at a contextually salienttime t prior to the
utterancetime. In (1b), this time t is thetimedenotedby kueheÔyesterdayÕ.Thus,if -kue
wereadeicticpasttense,wewouldexpect(1b)to meanthatthespeakersaw anindividual
yesterdaywhoat thetime of theseeing-eventwasapriest.This is notwhat(1b)means.

(1b) Kuehe
yesterday

a-hecha
I-see

paÕi-kue-pe.
priest-KUE-PE

ÔYesterdayI saw theformerpriest.Õ

Rather, the interpretationof (1b) requiresthat the propertyÔpriestÕis not true at t (the
time denotedby yesterdayandthetime at which thespeakersaw theindividual),but was
true at an earlier (unspeciÞed)time. This meaningis schematicallyrepresentedin (3).
Following Tonhauser(2000),thestatediscoursereferents in (3) representstheTSit of the
nounpaÕiÔpriestÕ,andnow refersto thetimeof utterance.

(3) Themeaningof (1b): (omitting therepresentationof deÞniteness)

nowt=yesterday!

!

s:priest(x) Â s:priest(x)

Accordingto (3), the temporalinterpretationof thenounpaÕiÔpriestÕin (1b) involvesa
statechangefrom beinga priest(at anunspeciÞedtime in thepast)to not beinga priest
anymoreat t. This statechangeis entailedby (1b): (4) is infelicitous becausethe state
changeis explicitly deniedby thecontinuationÔhewasapriestyesterdayÕ.

(4) #Kuehe
yesterday

a-hecha
I-see

paÕi-kue-pe,
priest-KUE-PE

kuehe
yesterday

haÕe
he

paÕi
priest

kuri.
KURI

(YesterdayI saw theformerpriest,hewasapriestyesterday.)

Could an analysisof -kueasa relative pasttenseresult in the desiredinterpretationof

in this paperis thatthis is not thecase.
6ThroughoutthispaperI useÔeventualityÕasacover termfor statesandevents.
7UsingthisdeÞnition,I try to follow ascloselyaspossibleNordlinger& SadlerÕsassumptions,with the

goalof identifying thebasisof their claim that theGuaran«õnominaltemporalmarkersarenominaltenses.
Of course,accordingto theoriesof temporalitylikeReichenbach1947,KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994,
wheretenseexpressestherelationship betweenthereferenceandtheutterancetime, theGuaran«õmarkers
arenot tensesto begin with. Nevertheless,it is instructive to work out theconsequencesof Nordlinger&
SadlerÕs assumptions,to better understandthemeaningsof thesemarkers.
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(1b)? Suchananalysiswould locatetheTSit of paÕiÔpriestÕat a time t! that is prior to a
contextually salienttime t. In (1b), wherethetime t denotedby kueheÔyesterdayÕis the
mostsalienttime (other thanthe utterancetime), the resultinginterpretationis that the
states:priest(x)is locatedata time t! prior to t, asgivenin (5).

(5) If -kuewerea relativepasttense,themeaningof (1b)wouldbelike this:

nowt=yesterday!

!

s:priest(x)

t!

Althoughthestates:priest(x)is now correctlylocatedin thepastof yesterday, (5) again
is not thedesiredinterpretation.Theproblemis thatthestatechangeis not entailed,i.e.,
nothingrequiresthats:priest(x)is not trueat t anymore. In orderto maintainananalysis
of -kueasapasttense,onehasto Þndaway to incorporatetheassertionof astatechange
into thecompositionalanalysisof nounphrasesmarkedwith -kue. Therearethreelogical
possibilities:thestatechangecouldariseas(i) partof themeaningof thenoun(phrase),
(ii) part of the meaningof (nominal)pasttenses,or (iii) part of the rule that combines
the meaningof the nounand-kue. Option (i) is implausiblebecausenounsthat arenot
markedwith -kue(like paÕiÔpriestÕin (1a))do not entaila statechange.Option(ii) also
doesnot strike measwell-motivatedbecauseit would requirethemeaningof a nominal
pasttenseto differ from that of a verbal pasttense.No statechangeis entailedwhena
stateis locatedin thepastvia a verbalpasttense:for instance,sentence(a) in (6), where
thestates:sick(x)is assertedto be true in thepast,might implicatea statechange(e.g.,
ÔBillis not sick todayÕ)but doesnot entail it because(a) canbefelicitously continuedby
(b). (Compare(6) to theinfelicitousdiscoursein (4).)

(6) (a)YesterdayBill wassick. (b) ...andhestill is today.

Thus,in orderto maintainan analysisof -kueaspasttenseunderoption (ii), we would
have to postulatethat nominal but not verbal pasttenseentailsa statechange. While
suchan analysisis possiblein principle, it is undesirableto assumethat the meaning
contribution of pasttensevarieswith thelexical category of thehostexpression.Finally,
animplementationof option(iii) would consistof statingthat therule thatcombinesthe
meaningof a nounwith themeaningof -kuenot only locatesthedenotationof thenoun
in thepastof a contextually salienttime,but alsoaddstheentailmentof a statechange.I
rejectoption(ii i) becauseit placesa largeburdenon thesemanticcompositionrule,andI
concludethat-kueis notapasttense.

Turning to the othernominal temporalmarker, i.e., -r ÷a, considera context in which a
manknows that he will seehis future wife in Januaryof next year, andwill marry her
thefollowing November. He canfelicitously utter(7), wherecherembireko ÔmywifeÕis
markedwith -r÷a.

(7) Ambue
other

ary-pe
year-PE

a-hecha-ta
I-see-TA

che
my

rembireko-r ÷a-me.
wife-RA-PE

ÔNext yearI will seemy futurewife.Õ
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An analysisof -r÷a asa nominalfuture tensecannotprovide thecorrectinterpretationof
(7) in thegivencontext. As adeictictense,-r÷a would locatethestates:wife(sp,x)(where
ÔspÕdenotesthespeaker)at thetimet denotedby Ônext yearÕin thefutureof theutterance
time. Thus,(7) would receive aninterpretationin which thewomanis thespeakerÕs wife
at t Ônext yearÕ,which is not true in the given context sincethey arenot marriedwhen
they meetin January. As a relative tense,-r÷a locatess:wife(sp,x)at a time t! in thefuture
of thetime t denotedby Ônext yearÕ.This is undesirableagain sinceshewill becomehis
wife in theNovemberthat is includedin t. Thebasicproblemwith thetenseanalysisof
-r÷a is that it locatess:wife(sp,x)at a particular time (in the futureof theutterancetime
or acontextually salienttime). However, themeaningof (7) doesnotcontaininformation
aboutthe time whenthe womanwill becomethe speakerÕs wife but merelyassertsthat
shecurrentlyis his futurewife. I concludethat-r÷a is nota futuretense.

1.2 The temporal interpretation of noun phrases

Reichenbach(1947)assumesthat threetimesarenecessaryto representthetemporalin-
terpretationof a proposition:thetime of utterance(TU), thesituationtime of thestateor
eventof theproposition(TSit), andthereferencetime (RT), which is thetime thepropo-
sition is about. TenseexpressesthetemporalrelationshipbetweenTU andRT, andaspect
expressesthetemporalrelationshipbetweenRT andTSit,wherethetemporalrelationship
canbeoneof precedence,overlapor succession.Sinceothertheoriesof temporality(cf.,
Smith1991,KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994)sharetheseassumptions,theanalysisof
the temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesI develophereis compatiblewith them,too.
How canthesetheories,which weredevelopedwith thetemporalinterpretationof verbs
andverbalprojectionsin mindonly, bemodiÞedto incorporatethetemporalinterpretation
of non-verbalexpressions?And whatarethepredictionsthatsuchtheoriesmake regard-
ing the temporalinterpretationof non-verbalexpressions?In this andthe next section,
I pursueonereinterpretationof currenttheoriesof temporalityandpresentan aspectual
analysisof thenominaltemporalmarkersof Guaran«õ.

Whatdoesit meanfor aspectto expresstherelationshipbetweenRT andTSit? Consider
the examplein (8). Following Klein (1994), I assumethat tenseandtemporaladverbs
constrainthetimesfrom which a RT canbeselectedin a particulardiscoursecontext; in
(8), RT is thereforeconstrainedto lie in thepastof TU (becauseof thepasttenseon the
verbwin) andwithin thedenotationof last year.

(8) Lastyear, astudentwon.

Sincetheverbwin is realizedin perfective aspect(unmarkedin English),its TSit is real-
izedwithin theRT (cf., e.g.,KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994).Theoriesof temporality
(moreor lessexplicitly) assumethatapropositiononly containsoneTSit, namelythatof
themainverb,andhenceonly oneaspectrelationis established.However, sincetheverb
is not theonly contentfulexpressionsin a clausethatneedsto betemporallyinterpreted,
I submitthata propositioncanconsistof morethanoneTSit, andhencemorethanone
aspectrelation.In particular, apropositioncontainsasmany TSitsastherearecontentful
expressions(e.g.,verbs,nouns,adjectives,possessives,etc.),andeachof theseTSits is
temporallyinterpretedby relatingit individually to theRT. In contrastto aspect,thetense
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relationship,i.e., the relationshipbetweenTU andRT, is uniquefor a givenproposition
sinceTU andRT areuniquetimesfor any given proposition. In (9), the representation
of the propositionof (8), RT andTU arefree variables:they areconstrainedby lexical
materialbut needto be contextually resolved. (I assume,but do not represent,that the
discoursereferentx is existentially bound.) As indicated,tenseis the uniquerelation-
ship betweenRT andTU (hereRT" TU, whereÔ" Õis a linear precedencerelationship
betweentimes).Theaspectrelationshipis instantiatedtwice: theTSit of thenounstudent
(representedby ! (s), wheres is a statediscoursereferent)includesthe RT (RT# ! (s))
because(unmarked)nounsreceive an imperfective interpretation.TheTSit of theevent
win (representedby ! (e)) is locatedat theRT. Thus,at thetime at which theindividual x
won,x wasastudent.(# is aninclusionrelationfor times.)

(9) RT" TU $ last year!(t) $ RT# t $ e:win(x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s:student(x) $ RT# ! (s)
(tense) (aspect) (aspect)

This reinterpretationof currenttheoriesof temporalityis minimal becauseit still only
operateswith TU, RT andTSit, andbecauseit assumesthat thesameconstraintsgovern
thetemporalinterpretationof all contentfulexpressions.

1.3 Guaran«õ-kueand -r÷a arenominal aspects

I proposethat -kue is a terminative aspectand-r÷a is a prospective aspect(cf. Bohne-
meyer (1998) for suchaspectsin YucatecMaya). A terminative aspectassertsthat the
post-stateof the eventuality is true at RT, anda prospective aspectassertsthat the pre-
stateof the eventuality is true at RT, wherepost-andpre-statearedeÞnedasthe states
that hold (immediately)after the terminationor beforethe initiation of the eventuality,
respectively. I discusstheinterpretationsof (1a,b,c),givenin (10a,b,c),beforepresenting
a model-theoreticanalysisof the two aspects. In (10a,b,c)(whereI ignore the repre-
sentationof deÞnitenessfor easeof exposition) I assumethat yd!, the meaningof the
temporaladverb kueheÔyesterdayÕ,constrainsthe RT, which is representedin (10a,b,c)
by RT# yd!(t). (Onceyd! is interpreted,theconstraintÔRT" TUÕis added.)The evente
denotedby hecha ÔseeÕreceivesan imperfective interpretation,andhenceits TSit (i.e.,
! (e)) is containedwithin theRT (representedby ! (e)# RT). In (1a),thenounphrasepaÕi
ÔpriestÕis not markedwith -kueor -r÷a which resultsin an imperfective interpretationof
the noun: thus, in (10a), the RT is containedby the TSit of s:priest(x)(representedby
RT# ! (s)). Consequently, atRT, e is trueandtheindividual is apriest.POST andPRE are
functionsmappinganeventualityev (a states in (10b,c))notedby P to its post-or pre-
states!, respectively. The interpretationof (1b), wherethe nounpaÕiÔpriestÕis marked
with theterminative aspect-kue, is given in (10b). Here,theconditionRT# ! (s!) means
that the states! (i.e., the post-stateof s:priest(x))is locatedat the RT. Thus,yesterday,
whenthespeakersaw theindividual, theindividualwasin thepost-stateof beingapriest,
which requiresthat the individual wasa priestat an unspeciÞedtime in the pastbut is
notanymoreat thetimeof theseeing-event.Thestatechangeis entailedby theaspectual
analysisof -kuebecauseof thelocalizationof thepost-stateof theeventualityat theRT. In
(10c),theinterpretationof (1c)wherethenounis markedwith theprospectiveaspect-r÷a,
theTSit of s! (thepre-stateof s:priest(x))is locatedat theRT. Crucially, this implicates
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thats canbe trueat a time in the future,but it doesnot requirethe localizationof s at a
time in thefuture(cf., thediscussionof example(7)).

(10) a. RT# yd!(t) $ e:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s:priest(x) $ RT# ! (s)
b. RT# yd!(t) $ e:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s!:POST(s:priest)(x) $ RT# ! (s!)
c. RT# yd!(t) $ e:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s!:PRE(s:priest)(x) $ RT# ! (s!)

(11a)and(11b)give a model-theoreticalanalysisfor theterminative andprospective as-
pect,respectively. Both aspectsbasicallyarefunctionsfrom aneventuality(i.e., stateor
event)predicateP to a time rangetRT from which anactualRT is selectedfrom context.
Thus,asdiscussedfor the examplesabove, a terminative (TERM) aspectspeciÞesthat
the TSit of the post-stateof the eventuality includesthe RT, while a prospective aspect
(PROSP)speciÞesthattheTSit of thepre-stateof theeventualityincludestheRT.

(11) a. TERM:= " P" tRT %s%ev[P(ev) $ s:POST(ev) $ tRT # ! (s)]
b. PROSP:=" P" tRT %s%ev[P(ev) $ s:PRE(ev) $ tRT # ! (s)]

Furthersupportfor theaspectualanalysisof -kueand-r÷a comesfrom thefactthatanoun
phrasecanbemarkedwith morethanoneof thesesufÞxes(in eitherorder). In (12), for
instance,thenounpaÕiÔpriestÕis markedwith both-r÷a and-kue(-nguein nasalcontexts).8

(12) Kuehe
Yesterday

a-hecha
I-see

paÕi-r ÷a-ngue-pe.
priest-RA-KUE-PE

ÔIsaw theformerfuturepriest.Õ

Theinterpretationof (12) undertheaspectualanalysisof -kueand-r÷a is givenin (13): it
statesthatat theRT, thespeaker saw the individual denotedby thenounphrase,andthe
individual wasin thepost-stateof thepre-stateof beinga priest. Theaspectualanalysis
correctlyprecludestherealizationof thestates:priest(x)itself, unlike the tenseanalysis
(which I mustleaveup to thereaderto checkfor reasonsof space).

(13) RT# yd!(t)$e:see(sp,x) $ ! (e)# RT $ s!!:POST(s!:PRE(s:priest))(x) $ RT# ! (s!!)

Besidesthe empiricaladvantage,exampleslike (12) alsodemonstratea conceptualad-
vantageof the aspectualover the tenseanalysis.The function of tenseis to temporally
relatetwo times,at leastoneof which is contextually determinedin all existing charac-
terizationsof tense. This meansthat in exampleslike (12), the two nominal temporal
markers(if they weretenses)would expresstwo differenttemporalrelationsfor the two
times. Thus,conceptually, theco-occurrenceof two tenseson a singleexpressionis not
compatiblewith the function that is usuallyattributed to tense. This conceptualprob-
lem is not encounteredby the aspectualanalysisbecauseaspectis assumedto identify
theperspective that is takenuponaneventuality, andonecanimagineusingtwo aspec-
tual markersto expressa (temporally)morecomplex perspective, asin (12). Empirical
supportis provided by the existenceof languageslike English,Georgian andBulgarian
which realizemultiple aspectsonverbs(cf., Comrie1976,30ff.).

8Despitethehighfrequency of exampleswith paÕiÔpriestÕin thispaper, -kueand-r÷a areproductivewith
awide rangeof nouns,whichwil l beproperlyreßectedanddiscussedin futurework.
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TheÞnalexampleI discussheretakesup thepoint I madeabove regardingexample(2),
repeatedbelow for convenience.In (2), thenounphraseche ru ÔmyfatherÕis not inter-
pretedrelative to thereferencetime (constrainedby Ôin1950Õ)but at theutterancetime.
For English,Encü(1981),Musan(1995)andTonhauser(2002)pointout thatnounphrases
arenot necessarilyinterpretedat the referencetime but, unlike verbs,nounphrasesare
free to be interpretedat othercontextually salienttimes (like the utterancetime). The
example(2) illustratesthatthis seemsto betruein principalfor Guaran«õ,too.

(2) Che
my

ru
father

oi-kove
3-live

ypy
origin

1950-pe.
1950-PE.

ÔMyfatherwasbornin 1950.Õ

An interestingquestionthenis to determinewhich nounphrasesareinterpretedat times
otherthanthereferencetime,andwhich timesarerelevantfor thetemporalinterpretation
of nounphrases(cf., Musan1995,Tonhauser2002). I believe that thekey to answering
thesequestionsis the functionof nounphrases:in contrastto themainverbof a clause,
whichservesto predicateapropertyor relationof theeventparticipants,thefunctionof a
nounphraseis to identifyaneventparticipant.Assuch,thecontentfulexpressionswithin a
nounphrase(e.g.,noun,adjective,possessive)needto expresspropertiesor relationsthat
allow the identiÞcationof the event participant(togetherwith the meaningcontribution
of the determineror quantiÞer, of course). This goal is achieved if the denotationsof
theseexpressionsaresalient in the discoursecontext at a particular time for the event
participant. Of course,it is not necessarythat this time be the referencetime. In (2),
for example,therelationalnounru ÔfatherÕ(with thespeaker asthepossessor)is highly
salientat thetimeof utteranceandtherebyideallyservesto identify thiseventparticipant.
Thereferencetime (asthetime which thepropositionis about) is not relevantto identify
theeventparticipantin (2), but is relevantonly to theverbwhichpredicatesapropertyof
theeventparticipantat this time. This is not to saythat the referencetime only playsa
minor role in the temporalinterpretationof nounphrases:in fact, in mostinstancesit is
thereferencetime that is thesalienttime for thedenotationof a nounphrase,andhence
for thedenotationsof thecontentfulexpressionswithin a nounphrase(cf., theexamples
in (1)). Thus,I arguein Tonhauser(2002)thatnounphrasesareby default interpretedat
thereferencetime,unlessthereis contextualevidenceto thecontrary.9

1.4 Conclusions

I arguedthatGuaran«õhasnominalaspects,comparableto verbalaspects.Theformaliza-
tion of themeaningof nominalaspectscanbeintegratedto currenttheoriesof temporality,
likeReichenbach1947, KampandReyle 1993,Klein 1994,if weassumethattheaspectis
notuniquefor apropositionbut is establishedbetweenRT andtheTSit of eacheventuality
in aproposition.

9For reasonsof spaceI cannotdo justicehereto previous proposals.However, in Tonhauser(2002)
I point out that Encü (1981)does not restrictthe temporalinterpretationof nounphrasesat all, andI give
counterexamplesto all of therestrictionsproposedby Musan(1995).
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2 Aspectsof semanticvariation in the temporal interpretation of noun phrases

Oneof thecentralconcernsof crosslinguisticsemanticresearchis to identify thenature
of semanticvariationandthe locusof this variationin thesystemof grammar(cf., e.g.,
BarwiseandCooper(1981),Bachetal. (1995),Bohnemeyer(1998)andChierchia(1998)
for suchstudiesin avarietyof domainsof naturallanguage). In thissectionI brießycom-
parethetemporalinterpretation of noun phrasesin EnglishandGuaran«õ:I Þrstidentify a
similarity betweenthe two languageswherewe might not have expectedone(given the
exclusionof Englishfrom NordlingerandSadler(2004,¤2)), andthenpoint to a kind of
semanticvariationin thisdomainthathasnotbeendiscussedin theliteratureyet.

Thereasonwhy a languagelikeEnglishis not includedin NordlingerandSadlerÕs(2004,
¤2) studyis thatEnglishdoesnothavegrammaticalizedtemporalexpressionsin thenomi-
naldomain,but ÒonlyÓtemporaladjectives(likeformerandfuture). However, it is evident
from theexamplesin thelastsectionthatthetemporaladjectivesin Englishserveasimilar
functionalpurposeastheGuaran«õsufÞxes: for instance,in (1b), in orderto identify that
thepropertyÔpriestÕis not true for the individual denotedby thenounphrase,a speaker
of Englishusestheadjective formeranda speaker of Guaran«õusesthesufÞx -kue. And,
in fact, Dowty, Wall andPeters(1981,163f.) proposean analysisof former which is
strikingly similar to theoneI gave for -kuein the last section:(14) basicallystatesthat
formerpriestis trueata time t if priestis trueata time t! thatprecedest, but notat t.

(14) [[former]]M , g, w , t = " R"s,"e,t## [[[R]](&w,t' ) (= 1 $ %t! sth. t! " t [[R]](&w,t!' ) = 1]

This (basicallyaspectual)analysisof formerdiffersfrom theterminative analysisof -kue
only in that (14) requiresthat R is not true at t, while TERM in (11a)requiresthat the
post-stateof R is trueat t. This differenceis crucialwith respectto exampleslike (15).
Accordingto theanalysisof formerin (14), thetruthvalueof (15) is falsebecauseformer
requirespolicemanto befalseat thetimeof utterancewhile theadjectivepresentrequires
policemanto betrueat thetimeof utterance.

(15) PeterHoyle is a formerandpresentUkiahpoliceman.10

I proposethat former is betteranalyzedasa terminative aspect,just like Guaran«õ-kue.
(15) thenmeansthat,at theutterancetime, PeterHoyle is a policemanaswell asin the
post-stateof beinga policeman.This is compatiblewith whatwe learnabouthim in the
discoursecontext: PeterHoyle wasdismissedin thepast,but thenreinstated.It is notsur-
prising that languagesasdifferentasGuaran«õandEnglishhave expressionsthatdirectly
affect the temporalinterpretationof nouns. As a consequenceof my analysis,both lan-
guageshavenominalaspects(whichof coursediffer in thedegreeof grammaticalization),
andthetwo languagesarenotasexotically differentaswemight think.11

However, thereexistsevidencethatpointsto semanticvariationin how nounphrasesare
temporallyinterpretedin Guaran«õandEnglish,a kind of variationthat hasnot yet been
identiÞedin the literature.TheÞrstexample,in (16), is takenfrom a folk tale: themain

10http://www.greenmac.com/eagle/ISSUES/ISSUE23-9/08PoliceAccountab ility.html
11OneimportantdifferencebetweentheGuaran«õaspectualsufÞxesandtheEnglish adjectivesis thatthe

formercanco-occurwith awidervarietyof nominalexpressions,like relativeandcomplementclauses.
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actor, amonkey, hasbeentied to apostby awomanwho thenwalkedaway. Themonkey
is now trying to trick a fox, who is passingby, into untying him andletting himself be
tied to thepost.Themonkey says(16) to thefox:

(16) Che-jora
me-untie

pyaÕe
quickly

ai-por÷otoro-mo÷õ
I-you-put

che
my

renda-ku«e-pe.
place-KUE-PE

ÔUntiemequickly andIÕll put you in my place.Õ

ThedifferencebetweenEnglishandGuaran«õthatis illustratedby (16) is thetimeatwhich
thepossessiverelationbetweenthemonkey andtheplaceis interpreted.Accordingto the
context, the possessive relation is true at the utterancetime, but not at the time in the
future(thereferencetime) at which theverbmo÷õÔputÕis interpreted.In Guaran«õ,where
the possessive nounphraseche rendaÔmyplaceÕis marked with the terminative aspect
-kue, thepossessiverelationis interpretedrelativeto thereferencetime: -kueconveysthat
thepossessive relationis terminatedat thereferencetime. In theEnglishtranslation,on
theotherhand,thenounphraseÔmyplaceÕis interpretedrelativeto theutterancetime. The
examplesin (17) illustratethatonecannotforceaninterpretationof thepossessive noun
phraseÔmyplaceÕrelative to thereferencetime: whenthenounphrasemyplaceoccurs
with temporaladjectives that force suchan interpretation,the examplesareconsidered
strangeandoverly specifyby nativespeakersof English.

(17) a. #Untiemequickly andIÕll put you in my formerplace.
b. #Untiemequickly andIÕll put you in my thenformerplace.

A secondexampleof this type is (18). Imaginea context in which I statethatmy friend
Juanis marryingtomorrow. A speaker of Guaran«õcould inquire aboutJuanÕs bestman
usingthe questionin (18a) (with the nominalaspect-r÷a) or the one in (18b) (with the
predicative(futuretenseor irrealismood)marker -ta), but, crucially, thequestionin (18c)
is inappropriatein this context.12

(18) a. M«ava-pa
person-QU

i-paino-r ÷a?
his-best.man-RA

ÔWhois his futurebestman?Õ
b. M«ava-pa

person-QU

i-paino-ta?
his-best.man-TA

ÔWhowill hisbestmanbe?Õ
c. #M«ava-pa

person-QU

i-paino?
his-best.man

ÔWhois hisbestman?Õ

In English,it is perfectlyÞneto inquireabouttheidentityof JuanÕsbestmanwith Whois
his bestman?(cf., (18c))althoughtheweddingis known to take placetomorrow. Thus,
the nounphrasei-paino ÔhisbestmanÕin Guaran«õmustbe interpretedat the reference
time(which is theutterancetime in (18a)andin thefutureof theutterancetime in (18b)),
while the Englishcounterpartis not restrictedto an interpretationat the referencetime

12Althoughboth-r÷a and-ta on thesurfacesufÞx to thenounphrasei-painoÔhisbestmanÕ,I assumethat
-r÷a modiÞesthenounphrasewhile -ta modiÞesaphonologicallyunrealizedcopula.
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(here,time of utterance)but canbeinterpretedatacontextually giventime in thefuture.

Concluding,in the two examplesin (16) and(18), the Guaran«õnounphrasesare inter-
pretedat the referencetime, whereasthe English counterpartscan be interpretedat a
contextually giventime. Futureresearchneedsto determinethesystematicityof thisvari-
ation,aswell asthecontributing factors.For instance,is thevariationa correlateof the
fact that Guaran«õhasgrammaticalizednominalaspectwhile Englishusesadjectives,or
is this variationdueto a differencebetweenthe temporalsystemsof the two languages,
possiblyindependentof thelevel of grammaticalizationof nominaltemporalmarkers?

3 Someareasfor futur e research

Beforeconcludingthis paper, I point to threeareasfor futureresearch.First, I hypothe-
sizethatthenominaltemporalmarkersof mostof thelanguagesidentiÞedin Nordlinger
andSadler(2004,¤2) arenominalaspects, too, ratherthannominaltenses, becausetheir
meaningsareso strikingly similar to thoseof correspondingGuaran«õexamples.For in-
stance,(19) is anexamplefrom Halkomelem(Salish)wherethepossessive nounphrase
tel xeltelÔmypencilÕis sufÞxedwith -elh, whichBurton(1997) andNordlingerandSadler
(2004)analyzeasapasttense(glossedPST), but I suggestis a terminativeaspect.

(19) tel
my

xeltel-elh
pencil-PST

ÔmyformerpencilÕ (Burton1997,67-68)

Second,thereexists at leastone languagewhich seemsto employ its nominal tempo-
ral markers very differently from Guaran«õ(and which I thereforedonÕt include in the
hypothesisstatedabove). This languageis Somali (Cushitic), discussedin greatde-
tail in LecarmeÕs work (cf., e.g.,Lecarme2004). In (20a), the argumentnoun phrase
ÔwomanÕ,thedirectionaladjunctÔtotownÕaswell astheverbappearwith whatLecarme
andNordlinger& Sadlercall ÔpasttensesÕ.Accordingto theEnglishtranslationof (20a),
thepropertyÔwomanÕis interpretedat theRT, which precedestheTU, asconstrainedby
theverbalpasttense.Thus,theÔnominalpasttenseÕin this exampledoesnot convey an
anteriorityrelationshipthatonly appliesto thenounÔwomanÕ.Rather, theÔnominalpast
tenseÕhereconveys the samemeaningas the verbalpasttense(RT precedesTU), and
identiÞesthatthenounis trueatRT. And (20b)raisesdoubtwhetherthismarker really is
ÔpastÕ:noonis marked with ÔpasttenseÕbut (accordingto the glossandtranslation)the
markerdoesnotestablishany kind of anteriorityrelationshipin (20b)whatsoever.

(20) a. na«ag-t-ii
woman-f-[+past]

magaal«a-d«õi
town-detF[+past]

w-«ay
F-2FS

tag-t-ay.
go.to-f-[+past]

ÔThewomanwentto town.Õ (Lecarme2004,(ex5a))
b. (w«eligay)

always
d«uhur-k«õi
noon-detM[+past]

baan
F.1S

wax
thing

cunaa.
eat[-past]

ÔI(always)eatatnoon.Õ (Lecarme2004,(ex6a))

Finally, currenttheoriesof temporalityassumethat tenseis therelationshipbetweenTU
andRT (cf., section1). This predictsthat in orderfor a languageto have nominaltense
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that is distinct from verbal tense,we would have to abandonthe assumptionthat there
is a uniqueRT for every proposition. In sucha language,nominaltensewould express
a relationshipbetweenTU anda RT that is relevantonly for the temporalinterpretation
of thenominalphraseto which it attaches,while a verbaltense,within thesameclause,
couldrelateTU to a RT!, whereRT andRT! aredistinctreferencetimes.Giventhechar-
acterizationof the RT asthe time the propositionis about(cf., e.g.,Klein (1994)), the
assumptionthatapropositioncouldbeinterpretedrelativeto two differentRTsis concep-
tually implausible,whichin turn precludestheexistenceof languageswith nominaltense.
The empiricalbasisandtheoreticalconsequencesof this move arewill be addressedin
futureresearch.

4 Conclusions

I argue (section1) that the nominal temporalsufÞxesof Guaran«õarenominalaspects,
comparableto verbal aspectsin well-studiedlanguagesand similar in meaningto the
Englishtemporaladjectivesformer andfuture. Guaran«õandEnglishexhibit differences
in theway in which nounphrasesaretemporallyinterpretedin context (section2). The
natureof thesemanticvariationin thisdomainof language,aswell asthetopicsin section
3, areissuesI hopeto takeup in futureresearch.
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